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Britain and Globalization
The aim of this article is to look at a number of themes about globalization and discuss them in relation to the specific case of the British experience. It aims to make the case for a certain sort of theoretical perspective in this context and to make conclusions about the British experience of globalization.
Recent literature on globalization has stressed the need to go beyond a first wave of globalization theory which tended to make general and abstract assertions about globalization without differentiating forms of it and its different impacts in different locations. There have also been moves to recognize globalization as being as much culturally as economically driven and as being a phenomenon of long term historical processes or alternatively as a very recent thing of the post-war or post-1960s period.
Some debates about globalization have become separated between globalist and sceptical perspectives and some commentators have tended to take a benign view of globalization as an equalising process or hybrid rather than just dominated by power or western imperialism.
This article addresses these themes in relation to the British case and comes to a number of conclusions that, as far as Britain is concerned, diverge from what the approaches above say. In doing so it also suggests that Britain is a very globalized and globalizing country, economically, politically and culturally, both historically and in the contemporary period. By this I mean that Britain has been both an exporter of globalizing structures and processes around the world and also a very open recipient of globalization. 3 I will start by introducing the six key themes this article is concerned with, followed then by some other brief introductory comments. Firstly, it is true that globalization needs to be understood in terms of the differentiated way it operates at different levels: for instance there being economic, political and cultural forms of globalization which may not always operate to the same extent or with the same intensity as each other. They may also take different forms in different locations, what has some times been seen as the localisation of globalization or 'glocalization' (Hay and Marsh 2000) . In terms of national differences, this phenomenon is sometimes known as path dependency or exceptionalism. This article will show, in line with this differentiating approach, how the British case is quite specific. Globalization takes a different form in the UK compared to other cases.
However while the British case shows that it is important to recognize differentiation in globalization I will argue that it is important not to let this crowd out understandings of ways in which globalization can still be quite generalising in some forms. The British experience shows how there can be forms of globalization that are applied in many different places and difficult to resist. We will see how Britain has been at the centre of economically and politically generalising forms such as neoliberalism and imperialism and a receiver of generalising cultural globalization from the USA. In fact differentiation and generalisation go together in the British case because what differentiates the UK is the specific ways it has been at the intersection of the generalisation of globalization, both as an exporter and importer of it. This case shows how both differentiation and 4 generalisation apply to globalization and that an attempt to favour one of these emphases against the other cannot work. . Secondly, the article also argues that if you look at the British case you can see forms of globalization that are very economically led, even if not reducible to this. It is important to recognize that forms of consciousness and culture often provide an impetus behind globalization (Scholte 2005 : ch 4 provides a recent summary of cultural explanations) as do political objectives. At the same time, this article argues that British experiences of globalization show the continuing importance of understandings of globalization as driven by economic imperatives and ambitions, for instance in British imperialism or globalizing Anglo-Saxon capitalism, and sometimes it is in these that other forms such as politics and culture are embedded. For instance, states may promote globalization that arises for economic reasons, and culture may spread because there is a market for it.
Thirdly, a number of important analysts of globalization have put an emphasis on globalization as primarily a phenomenon of the post-war or post 1960s/70s period (eg Scholte 2005) . At the same time there have been some histories of transnational trade, religions and migrations that show these occurring well before anything that could be described as industrialism or modernity (eg Abu-Lughod 1989, Frank and Gills 1993) .
This article argues that if you look at Britain you see globalization there as something that is primarily modern in its foundations and based in the technology and economic relations of industrial capitalist processes and the politics of the modern nation-state. The British experience raises some questions about the extent to which globalization, if it is to 5 be seen as operating at a global (rather than regional or continental) extent, across economic, political and cultural levels, and with enduring interdependent relations, can be seen in this instance as primarily pre-modern or alternatively as originating in postmodern developments.
Fourthly, situating the British experience of globalization in this modern industrial capitalist period highlights that it needs to be conceptualized historically, as an older phenomenon and not just a recent thing, but also in the sense that recent features of British globalization go back to origins in these earlier British experiences. Contemporary globalization has historical origins in earlier forms of globalization and, as we shall see, empire continues to affect British politics and culture long after its demise. Sixthly, from some perspectives globalization is an equalising process and one that brings greater integration and hybridity into the world, increasingly in place of inequality, conflict and western domination (see Wolf 2004 on why globalization can reduce global poverty and Pieterse's 2004 argument for hybrid as opposed to western imperialist views of global culture). But I will argue that looking at the British case brings back into the picture the significance of power, inequality and conflict involved in processes of globalization. For example, we shall see that imperialism and asymmetries in production of and access to global culture show this.
In short, the British experience of globalization brings in some key themes: that globalization should be seen as generalising as well as differentiating; that the economic determination of globalization is important; that globalization has roots, in the British case and perhaps also others, in modernity rather than primarily in pre-modernity or in what might be called more post-modern developments; that globalization has to be understood historically; that strictly globalist and sceptical perspectives cannot either really explain the British experience of globalization; and that globalization is subjected to structures of power, inequality and conflict.
The British experience of globalization brings out a further related theme that I will highlight in this article -that Britain is a very globalized and globalizing country, both an 7 importer and exporter of globalizing structures and processes. As we shall see, this is evident in the British empire, the openness of the British economy, British global political involvements and the UK's openness to global cultures.
Put together, the themes pursued in this article show that the British experience cannot be tested through single forms of criteria. I am highlighting some perspectives over others, modernist and materialist over pre-or post-modern and culturalist for instance, but also there are a number of factors being used here, demonstrating that globalization is something that has to be measured through multiple criteria. Sometimes contrasting criteria co-exist. For instance, Britain's specific experience shows globalization to sometimes take an imperialistic or generalising form but also that it is experienced in a differentiated way in different places, the UK in this instance having its own distinctive experience.
This article is not intended as a comprehensive review of the literature on Britain and globalization. This is too large a field to be adequately covered in a piece of this length. It is intended more as a review of some theoretical themes in relation to the British experience, although again a comprehensive review of all such possible themes cannot be covered in one article. Developing a comparative approach will require a further article or book -the focus at present here is on the UK but inevitably some comparative points are made along the way. The theoretical framework here is one that looks at the limits of postmodern and cultural perspectives on globalization, and attempts to bring out the extent to which more materialist perspectives which highlight economic and state power, 8 inequality and modernity might be illuminating in this specific case, whilst remaining sensitive to other theoretical themes such as differentiation in globalization and multiple criteria for explaining it.
Globalization is defined here as involving the declining significance of territorial borders in inhibiting the spread of interacting and interdependent global forms of economy, politics, and culture. It involves the diffusion of economy, politics and culture from localized bases to a more global extent. It requires interdependent relations rather than just the movement of, say, people, ideas or money from one place to another. The latter alone involves global movements without necessarily global relations and interdependence becoming established. Globalization needs to include some sort of regularity and durability in structures rather than just isolated or transient occurrences (see also Osterhammel and Petersson 2005) . It should be noted also that globalization is often a process rather than something achieved and that it is reversible and negotiable rather than predetermined (see Hopper 2006) . Defining globalization is important for the conclusions that are reached. For instance, we shall see that defined as above, rather than as less world-wide, globalization can be seen as something that was not as established in the pre-modern period (where genuinely transnational links were, however, less worldwide in extent) as in modern times, a period when the British were a dominant power.
I use the word 'Britain' in this article in the way it is often colloquially used, to refer to the United Kingdom (UK). In fact Great Britain is composed of England, Scotland and Wales while the UK includes also Northern Ireland. Like all nation-states the UK is a 9 complex place. It is composed of four nations, and is also a multicultural entity. Often when commentators talk of Britain what they say applies more to England, the dominant country in the UK. In this article I will be referring to the four nations of the UK but with a consciousness that such an entity is complex and constructed. In fact some of the points I want to make are about the links between Britain's cultural hybridity and its experience of globalization and about the differentiated way the four nations of the UK respond to globalization. I will argue later in the article that the nature and character of globalization in Britain is made more complex by the various forms of identity in its regional parts, something that shows that differentiation is a form that globalization takes alongside its generalisation.
This article will look at the six themes on globalization outlined above in relation to Britain, looking first at its imperial history, then economic globalization, then global politics and finally at culture and globalization in the UK. In each section I will focus on the relevance of the six themes.
Empire and globalization
Britain as an imperial power laid the basis for an early form of globalization of economy and politics and, to some extent, culture. Britain had a global empire that spread across the Americas, Asia, Australasia, and Africa (and Europe too when you include Ireland).
In the 1920s and 1930s it encompassed one fifth of the world's population and one quarter of the world's landmass, and this does not include colonies like those in North 10 America which were by this time independent (Cain and Hopkins 2001) . Its scale was unparalleled in modern times, and more globally spread than the empires of Spain and Portugal which were more internationally restricted in scope, focused strongly, if not solely, on South America. French imperialism could be found widely in Africa and Asia but did not spread as widely as the British. Other competitor imperialists did not equal the global spread of these imperial nations. The longevity of the British empire was matched only by the empires of Spain and Portugal (Hopkins 1999) and Britain was the primary global power until the early or mid-twentieth century when this mantle passed over to the USA.
In terms of the spread of economic and political relations, and the technological bases for global communications and transportation, the British empire was as close as it was possible to get to globalization in its period. It established global relations in seeking out raw materials and new products, production and markets and established political forms O 'Brien (2003) has argued that the British power in the period of its empire should be seen in terms of primacy rather than as hegemonic as in the case of the US in the 20 th and 11 21 st century. Britain, he says, did not achieve the degree of domination through force and consent that the US has achieved. But in terms of global extent, the focus here, its empire
shows Britain as historically a strong exporter of globalization and open to being globalized itself and relates also to the other themes laid out at the start of this article.
The empire was primarily an economic one, backed up, where necessary, by military power, the state and ideology but driven by motivations centred on commerce and trade.
There are debates about whether the economics of empire were more about investment or trade or the expansion of commercial or industrial capital (eg, Barratt Brown 1988 and 1989; Ingham 1988) . But the historian of British imperialism, Bernard Porter, by no means a Marxist, argues: 'No one any more seriously doubts that capitalist pressures were the primary reason for Britain's imperial expansion in the nineteenth century' (Porter 1996: xv) . Colonies provided raw materials and imports, produce which could be exported, cheap labour, markets for manufactures and overseas opportunities for financiers. Imperialism was a basis for mobilising global resources for Britain and for British economic expansionism.
The expansion of the empire was not primarily culturally driven. This does not mean that there were not deliberate attempts to spread British or European culture through, for instance, missionaries promoting Christianity, the establishment of imperial education networks or attempts to socialize local elites. But the idea that the British were trying to civilize the world can be exaggerated (see Colley 2005 who argues that British and US imperialism have been motivated by a desire to spread cultural improvement). The most 12 extensive spread of economic, political and cultural networks was created by the British trying to maintain global trading and economic interests and was much less involved with the cultural transformation of colonies except where that was necessary to protect their economic interests, and even then cultural socialisation affected elites more than ordinary people. The capacity to ideologically incorporate colonial populations was limited by local resistance, the problem of establishing ideological penetration on such a broad scale, and the realisation that toleration of local diversities was necessary for taxation, trade and order to be maintained (Hopkins 1999: 205) .
Hobson (1902), is one who argues that imperialism was not about civilising locals but that civilising claims were a justification for exploiting them as tools and their land for raw materials and a method for legitimating imperialism (see also Hopkins 1999: 205) . In cases like India and China, he argues, cultures were in fact just as sophisticated as those coming from the imperialist West. Empire was more about economy than exporting culture. For Hobson economic motivations for empire were promulgated by financiers more than other sorts of capitalists, they were not the only motives or factors, and the economic motives of capitalists were not always accompanied by net economic benefits for the nation, because of the costs of maintaining empire -but none of these qualifications takes away the importance of economics as an original key motivating force (see also Townshend 1990, and Magnusson 1994) .
A test of the case for an economic perspective can be made by focusing on one of the critics of economism. D.K. Fieldhouse (1973) that allowed these to happen, were well underway earlier in the British imperial days.
Studies by authors such as Abu-Lughod (1989) and Frank and Gills (1993) Globalization is historical not only in the sense that its early days were in a past rather than contemporary phase but also in that current global forms have developed from historical antecedents. Contemporary globalization is shaped by history. Immigration from former colonies has changed the cultural shape and political agenda in Britain.
Britain continues to aspire to a global role in politics, and has a more problematical relationship with a regional European political role in a way which may be linked to the global role of the nation's imperial past. And some argue that national identities within the British Isles, of the English and other constituent nations of the UK, are affected by roots in the imperial past. I will return to these points shortly.
Needless to say, global imperialism does not happen without the exercise of power, conflict and inequality, to support another of the themes on globalization. Some of the more free trade friendly globalization literature sees globalization as an equalising force.
There is also a cultural literature that reacts against ideas of globalization as Western imperialism by saying that the picture is a more mixed and hybrid one. But under British imperial globalization domination was maintained by force or the threat of it, and the input into empire was far from an evenly mixed and hybrid one that went beyond imperial domination. The British were a powerful imperial and military force maintaining 18 their hold in many areas of the world despite resistance or potential resistance and in a situation of inequality with subject powers, not to mention in some tension with competitor imperialists. British imperialism involved domination and exploitation and power was established, maintained and relinquished often in situations of conflict.
To sum up so far, Britain was an exporter and importer of globalization historically in its imperial days and the experience of empire backs up the themes of this article: that globalization is often economic in its bases; that it cannot be captured easily by either globalist or sceptical perspectives; that it mainly developed in the modern period; that it is historical rather than a novel development of the post war or post-1960s periods; and that it involves the exercise of power, inequality and conflict as much as equalisation.
And a nation's experience of globalization is different. Britain's experience of globalizing processes is a unique one not replicated by any other nation. Empire is a mode through which Britain has been an importer and exporter of globalization in the past. There have been other imperialists with similar experiences but none others have been so to the same extent, in the same places, with colonialism exercised in quite the same ways, with the same combinations and substance of historical legacies. All countries are unique of course, not just the UK. The point here is that globalization is experienced differentially and the British experience is one case that demonstrates this fact.
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Nevertheless, globalization has generalising as well as differentiating tendencies. While the British imperial experience was unique it also rolled out global forms to other parts of the world in a generalising way. And more contemporary forms of globalization also
show the generalisation of globalization as well as differentiated experiences of it.
Economic globalization is one area where this is felt most strongly.
Economic globalization
Industrialisation is a globalizing form that originated in the mid 18 th century in Britain, a nation already at that time quite globalized through foreign trade and colonial connections. In part British industrialisation was an attempt to compete globally with rivals in areas such as textiles. From such origins industrialisation has spread through creative adaptation, affecting areas of life throughout societies where it has been introduced. It has also provided bases for further globalization through developments such as steamships which facilitated global transportation, and industrialized arms production that allowed for imperial domination. Britain has not only been an initiator of globalizing industrialisation but also a globalizer of free trade. In the mid 19 th century it pursued global free trade, often, as contrary as this sounds, imposed by force. (Osterhammel and Petersson 2002: ch. 4 ). As we shall see shortly the UK continues to be associated, relatively speaking, with a free trade version of capitalism. Hirst and Thompson (2000) show empirically how the UK has continued to be an economically very globalized country, a special case more so than others in the G7. So the UK appears to be continuing from the imperial days as highly and distinctively globalized economically. As in its earlier free trade days, it is also closely associated with a neo-liberal type of capitalism that is often identified with contemporary globalization. 
Global Politics
When it comes to transnational politics Britain has been an important but reluctant participant in the EU but more enthusiastic about global politics. By transnational politics I mean politics that goes on beyond the level of the nation and the nation-state. By global I mean where this reaches a global extent. So the European Union is an example of a transnational form of politics but one which is at a regional rather than a global level.
This section looks at Britain's involvements in transnational politics at such levels.
Britain has frequently shown reluctance about European integration. for other countries in Europe integration is more of a minor disturbance to politics compared to their turbulent pasts while for the British, compared to their recent history of relative internal stability, it is a comparatively more significant transformation in the way politics is done. This may be one reason why it is approached with greater trepidation.
The UK occupies an ambivalent position between Europe and the USA. Britain was a colonial power in America and relied heavily on the alliance with the USA in the 1940s.
It shares a language with the Americans which it does with no European country except In short, the experience of Britain in European and global politics exemplifies the themes of this article: on differentiation; modernity; history; economy; globalism and scepticism;
and power, inequality and conflict. And Britain has been politically a very globalized and globally involved country politically.
Culture and globalization
As with the economy and politics Britain is very open to the globalization of culture.
Britain's cultural globalization can be seen in post-colonial inputs into its culture and its English as a world language is one factor that facilitates the export of British culture, pop music and media (Thompson 1995: ch 5 Some like Colley (1992) have argued that British imperialism involved the Welsh, Irish and especially the Scots, as well as the English, and that it was a factor that united the four nations in a shared British identity. But it has also been argued that the Scots were involved in the empire in a subordinate role to the English and that the empire led to a stronger sense of Scottish identity than existed before (Hopkins 1999: 212 To sum up, Britain seems, as with the economy and politics, quite a globalized country culturally, affected by, for instance, post-colonial and American inputs into its culture.
But it is not homogeneous in attitudes to globalization, there being regional differences in History is important to Britain's cultural globalization, imperial history being behind postcolonial influences on British culture, links with the USA, and reasons given for differences in the UK's four nations' relationships to globalization. Economic drives were behind the imperial expansion which has been influential in these ways and behind the importing and exporting of culture more recently. Culture globalizes in part because of efforts to buy and sell it, although its globalization cannot be reduced to this.
Cultural globalization is affected by power, inequality and conflict. The importing of American culture is linked to the US dominance of the cultural industry through its large media conglomerates and there is an asymmetry in production of and access to culture (Thompson 1995 , Held et al 1999 , the UK being at the powerful end of things on a global scale in both aspects. The export and import of culture can lead to conflict and the UK is more receptive as far as the diffusion of American culture goes, whether this is 36 economic and political values or US media, than some other parts of the world. A country as nearby to Britain as France, for instance, is known for government attempts to resist too much intrusion from the English language and Anglo-American pop music.
Globalist perspectives can detect the exposure of countries like the UK to the diffusion of culture across national boundaries but have sometimes tended not to recognize differences in productive power, access, and reception of media and culture, in which respects the UK is relatively open globally compared to some other places. Scepticism can recognize the importance of national differences in such regards but be less sensitive to the way these combine with the reconstruction of national cultures by the global diffusion of culture, in the way I have described as being the UK experience.
Conclusion
I have argued that six themes for understanding globalization apply to the British experience and these contrast with other more benign postmodern and culturalist perspectives, and with those that focus on either generalising or differentiated perspectives or either globalist or sceptical criteria. In the four areas in which I have addressed these themes we have seen that Britain is affected by its history as an imperial power, its affinities with a neoliberal mode of economic globalization, its role in regional and global politics and its hybrid globalized culture. 37 1) In the economy, politics and culture Britain is a very globalized and globalizing country. It has its own differentiated and unique experience of globalization, as do all nations, but has also been aligned historically and now with a generalisation of economic globalization that rolls on despite areas where there is differentiation in globalization.
2) Britain's experience of globalization has been strongly related to economic expansionism. 3) Its global experience has been based in the modern era of capitalism and the nation-state, more so than being pre-modern or originating in postmodern times.
4) It is situated in history, and history, in part, explains Britain's contemporary experience of globalization.
5) A strong globalist perspective captures the spread of globalization, something which Britain has been both an agent and recipient of, but less so the role of the nation-state and national differentiation, also parts of the British experience of globalization. A strong scepticism shows the continuing role of the nation-state but can underplay the way the state plays a role in a configuration of global forces and is reconstituted culturally and politically by them, as Britain has been by experiences such as its past imperial role, economic globalization, regional and global politics and cultural hybridisation.
6) In Britain as in other cases, these processes involve inequalities between the economically, politically and culturally more powerful and richer on one hand and the weaker and poorer on the other and the conflicts that result from the meetings of such unevenly divided forces. Britain has usually been part of the core of states that have the 38 greatest power in processes of globalization, although sometimes has been part of global processes which involve other actors more powerful than itself.
These themes come together to emphasise a perspective that stresses economic, historical, modern factors and power and inequality over postmodern, cultural views that have a more benign pluralist and equalising view. This perspective combines in a multicriterial way sceptical as well as globalist insights and the role of generalisation in globalization as well as differentiation.
However, these circumstances behind Britain's experience of globalization do not determine it. They help to explain the choices that have been made to mould the way Britain's experience of globalization has developed. How Britain responds to globalization is in part a matter of political choice and alternative choices could be made in the future.
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